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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The Request for Continued Examination was received on September 29, 2008. 

2. The "provisional" type double patenting is still applicable and can be found in the 
previous office action. 

3. Claims 1-4 have been amended. 

4. Response to the arguments made by the Applicant can be found within the 
following office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

6. Claims 1-5, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reisman et al., 7,142,699 B2. 

Re claim 1, a method of binarizing images containing linear structures, and 
particularly images of prints from the skin (Reisman et al., col. 6, lines, 25-26 and 31- 
33), characterized in that areas of an image are determined that are each distinguished 
by a preset approximate direction of the structures using a first set of Gabor filters (col. 
5, line 47 to col. 6, line 39) and in that the areas of the image that are determined are 
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each filtered exclusively with a single Gabor filter adapted to the given direction, 
wherein the single Gabor filter is selected from a second set of Gabor filters (Reisman 
etal., col. 6, lines 40-52). 

The examiner takes into account that based on the broadest interpretation of the 
claim language that the prior art of record reads on the limitations. Reisman uses a first 
set of Gabor filters, "bank of Gabor filters," for segmentation and enhancement. Then a 
second group of Gabor filters is used for filtering for a given direction. 

Re claim 2, a method as claimed in claim 1, characterized in that the 
determination of the areas takes place, tile by tile of the tiles into which the image is 
divided, with the first set of Gabor filters of corresponding directions (col. 5, line 47 to 
col. 6, line 39). 

Re claim 3, a method as claimed in claim 2, characterized in that the first set of 
Gabor filters includes four further Gabor filters (col. 5, line 47 to col. 6, line 39). 
Although Reisman et al. states using "a bank of Gabor filters," four Gabor filters can 
easily be used for increased speed computation. 

Re claim 4, a method as claimed in claim 3, characterized in that the directions 
of the first set of Gabor filters further Gabor filters are determined by angles of 
22.5.degree., 67.5.degree., 1 12.5.degree. and 157.5.degree. to an edge of the image 
(col. 5, line 47 to col. 6, line 39). 
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Although Reisman et al. states using "a bank of Gabor filters," four Gabor filters can 
easily be used for increased speed computation. The four filters that would be used in 
this case and are stated in Reisman would be at directions 22.5.degree, 67.5.degree, 
112.5.degree, and 157.5.degree (Reisman et al., col. 7, lines 1-3 and lines 16-18). 

Re claim 5, a method as claimed in claim 2, characterized in that, for the 
determination of the areas from the filter responses tile by tile of the tiles into which the 
image is divided, a variance is derived in each case from the given filter response and in 
that tiles having a variance that is greater than a preset threshold value are assigned to 
the given area (Reisman et al., col. 7, line 64 to col. 8, line 10). 

Re claim 9, a method as claimed in claim 1 , characterized in that the surface 
area of the areas so far determined is established and in that areas whose surface area 
is of less than a preset size are suppressed (Reisman et al., col. 6, lines, 9-39). 

Re claim 10, a method as claimed in claim 9, characterized in that the surface 
area is established by tracing the outlines of the areas by means of an edge-tracing 
algorithm (Reisman et al., col. 6, lines 37-38). 

Re claim 12, a method as claimed in claim 1 , characterized in that the image is 
binarized prior to the filtering with Gabor filters adapted to direction (Reisman et al., col. 
6, lines, 25-26 and 31-33). 



Application/Control Number: 10/541,652 
Art Unit: 2624 



Page 5 



Re claim 13, a method as claimed in claim 12, characterized in that, to allow the 
image to be binarized, a threshold value is derived from a histogram of the image 
covering those pixels in which there is clear information on direction (Reisman et al. col. 
6, lines 9-24), and in that the threshold value is selected in such a way that half of the 
pixels are lighter than the threshold value and half are darker (Reisman et al., col. 6, 
lines, 31 -33). 

Re claim 15, system (Reisman et al., col. 1, lines 16-18) for binarizing images 
containing linear structures, and particularly images of prints from the skin, using a 
method according to claim 1 (Reisman et al., col. 6, lines, 25-26 and 31-33). 

1. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reisman et al., 7,142,699 B2 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Ort 
et al., 5,926,555. 

Reisman el al. and Ort et al., both describe a fingerprint enhancement and 
identification system, however, Reisman et al. is silent on using smoothing filters for 
enhancement. Although, Ort et al. does use smoothing filters: 

Re claim 8, a method as claimed in claim 1 , characterized in that the pixels are 
adapted to the environment, as predominant at the time, of the given pixel by smoothing 
filters (Ort et al., col. 16, lines 57-63). 
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Therefor taking the combined teachings of Reisman et al. and Ort et al. as a 
whole, it is clear to one with ordinary skill in the art to use smoothing filters in finger 
enhancement and to modify Reisman et al. to include such filters. 

Claim 14 is rejected under Reisman et al., however, Reisman et al. is silent on 
"further binarization" the examiner takes official notice that this method is notoriously 
well known and expected in the art and therefore would have been obvious to 
incorporate. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

2. Claims 6, 7, and 1 1 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

3. Claims 1 6 and 1 7 are allowed. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Vanchy Jr. whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1 193. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 8:30 am - 5:00 
pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Samir Ahmed can be reached on (571) 272-7413. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Michael J. Vanchy Jr. 
Examiner 
AU 2624 
(571) 270-1193 

/Samir A. Ahmed/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



